Eigenfactor.org, a journal evaluation tool which uses an iterative algorithm to weight citations (similar to the PageRank algorithm used for Google) has been proposed as a more valid method for calculating the impact of journals. The purpose of this brief communication is to investigate whether the principle of repeated improvement provides different rankings of journals than does a simple unweighted citation count (the method used by ISI).
Introduction
Through the process of referencing other people's ideas, citations create a massive network of scientific papers (Price, 1965) . By analyzing this network of citations, one can better understand the origins and history of ideas as they disseminate through the scientific community (Garfield, 1955) . In scientific publications, citations perform two distinct functions: they provide a link to a previously published document, and secondly, they perform an acknowledgement of intellectual indebtedness (or credit) to the cited author. It is this second function that is key to the reward system of academic publishing. Sociologist Robert K. Merton referred to citations as a "pellets of peer recognition that aggregate into reputational wealth" (Merton, 1988) . Like democratic elections, a citation is like a vote, and those articles, journals or individuals who amass more votes are considered more prestigious.
Yet, measuring citations as 'votes' assumes that each citation has equal worth. A citation from an article published in the journal Nature is worth the same as a citation from an article published in an obscure journal. In reality, some citations are clearly more valuable than others (Cronin, 1984) . This is a preprint of an article accepted July 9, 2008 for publication in the Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology 59(13): 2186 -2188 , copyright 2008 . DOI:http://dx.doi.org/10.1002 3 While the idea of weighting the influence of some journals more than others is not new, Pinski and Narin (1976) are credited with developing the iterative algorithm of calculating influence weights for citing articles based on the number of times that they have been cited. Brin and Page (1998) Recently, a similar iterative weighting approach has been used by the website, Eigenfactor.org, to calculate the impact of scholarly journals (Bergstrom, 2007a (Bergstrom, , 2007b . Using data primarily from ISI, the source of the Science Citation Index (SCI) and Journal Citation Reports (JCR), Eigenfactor.org calculates an importance variable (called an Eigenfactor) for each journal. The purpose of this brief communication is to investigate whether the iterative weighting process provides different rankings of journals than using simple unweighted citation counts (the method used by ISI).
Methods
The set of 171 journals from the category Medicine (General and Internal) were downloaded from the 2006 edition of JCR. Corresponding Eigenfactors were looked up from Eigenfactor.org. Six journals were removed because they did not have an Eigenfactor, leaving a set of 165 journals. These 165 journals are plotted against total citation counts and Impact Factors from ISI (Figure 1 ). ISI calculates Journal Impact Factors by dividing the total number of citations a journal receives over the last two years by the total number of articles published in those two years. Essentially, it provides an indicator of citation impact normalized by the size of the journal. Table 1 . As we move down the journal list, the difference in Eigenfactor between consecutively ranked journals becomes smaller and smaller. We should not assume that differences in the third or fourth digit represent meaningful statistical differences. The distribution of citations to scientific journals is extremely skewed (Seglen, 1992) . A small number of journals garner the vast majority of citations. As illustrated in Table 1 , the New England Journal of Medicine alone (out of 165 journals in its category) received 16% of all citations. The top 5 journals (while representing only 3% of the journals) contributed over half (51%) of all the citations.
This is
At least for medical journals, it does not appear that iterative weighting of journals based on citation counts results in rankings that are significantly different from raw citation counts. Or stated another way, the concepts of popularity (as measured by total citation counts) and prestige (as measured by a weighting mechanism) appear to provide very similar information.
